11 



Lam, et al. 
10/678,231 



Remarks 

By the present amendment, the typographical errors noted in claims 49 and 54 have been 
corrected. 

During the interview on August 20, 2004, Supervisory Examiner Banks argued that the 
"base" element recited throughout the claims could be construed to be the base of a natural eye. 
Although the preamble of all of the claims describes the invention as an artificial eye 
(claims 1-16, 23-26, 33-36, 43-58), or a method of fabricating an artificial eye (claims 17-22, 
27-32), or a doll having an eye (claims 37-42), to eliminate any ambiguity about the composition 
of the claimed base (or sclera), the claims have been amended to expressly recite that the base 
(or sclera) is formed from non-living material. 

This amendment was not made to claims 23-26 and 33-36 that recite "base means" 
instead of "base." Under 35 U.S.C. § 112, f 6, the term "base means" is limited to the 
corresponding structure described in the specification and equivalents. In the specification, at 
page 4, lines 24-26, the base is described as being formed from ABS plastic, glass, glass- 
substitutes and other plastics. Thus, the claimed "base means" is limited to these materials and 
equivalents. Clearly, such materials do not include the base material of a natural eye. 
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The present amendment clarifies the issues and corrects obvious typographical errors. 
Accordingly, entry of the amendment is appropriate because it will facilitate presentation of the 
issues to the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences, and such entry respectfully is requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 

FITCH, EVEN, TABIN & FLANNERY 



Date: September 1, 2004 
120 South LaSalle Street, Suite 1600 
Chicago, Illinois 69693-3496 
Phone: (202)419-7000 



By_ 



G. Paul Edge 
Reg. No. 24,238 
Attorney for Applicants 



